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PER CURIAM:

George Garmon appeals the four-year sentence he
received upon revocation of his supervised release. He contends
that the district court imposed a plainly unreasonable sentence
because i1t failed to address mitigating factors and to provide a
sufficient reason for a sentence above the six to twelve month

revocation range set forth in Chapter 7 of the U.S. Sentencing

Guidelines Manual (2009). For the reasons stated below, we

affirm.
The district court has broad discretion to impose a
sentence upon revoking a defendant’s supervised release. United

States v. Thompson, 595 F.3d 544, 547 (4th Cir. 2010). Thus, we

will affirm a sentence imposed after revocation of supervised
release unless it is “plainly unreasonable” in Hlight of the

applicable 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a) (2006) factors. United States v.

Crudup, 461 F.3d 433, 439-40 (4th Cir. 2006). Before
determining whether the sentence 1is “plainly unreasonable” we
must decide whether it is unreasonable. 1Id. at 438. [In doing
so, we “follow generally the procedural and substantive
considerations” used iIn reviewing original sentences. 1d.

A sentence 1is procedurally reasonable if the district
court has considered the policy statements contained in Chapter
7 of the Guidelines and the applicable 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a)

(2006) factors, i1d. at 440, and has adequately explained the
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sentence chosen, though 1t need not explain the sentence iIn as
much detail as when imposing the original sentence. Thompson,
595 F.3d at 547. A sentence is substantively reasonable if the
district court states a proper basis for its imposition of a
sentence up to the statutory maximum. Crudup, 461 F.3d at 440.
IT, after considering the above, we are convinced that the
sentence is not unreasonable, we will affirm.

Under this court’s deferential standard of review,
Garmon’s sentence 1is neither procedurally nor substantively
unreasonable. After the district court expressly considered the
advisory Guidelines sentencing range of six to twelve months, it
determined that the Guidelines range did not adequately account
for Garmon’s history and characteristics, which reflected a
manifest disrespect for the law and an 1inability to avoid
criminal activity for any significant period of time. Moreover,
there is nothing iIn the record to support Garmon”’s assertion
that the district court 1ignored his claim that he was
institutionalized and required placement i1In a half-way house.
Instead, the court clearly rejected that argument, and
determined 1iIn 1its discretion that iImprisonment was a better
option for Garmon.

Finally, the district court more than adequately
communicated the basis for the sentence In this case. The court

relied upon several of the relevant 8§ 3553(a) factors and
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underscored Garmon’s history of violating the terms and
conditions of his supervised sentence, his substantial criminal
history, the need to protect the public from Garmon and Garmon’s
“desperate[] need” for the vocational and educational training
afforded through the Bureau of Prisons. The court also stressed
that Garmon had only been out of custody from his previous
revocation sentence for seven days when he was arrested for
assault with a deadly weapon. Thus, the district court met its
obligation to “set forth enough to satisfy the appellate court
that [i1t] has considered the parties” arguments and has a
reasoned basis for exercising [its] own legal decisionmaking

authority,” Rita v. United States, 551 U.S. 338, 356 (2007), and

stated a proper basis for its imposition of a sentence up to the
statutory maximum, Crudup, 461 F.3d at 440.

Accordingly, we conclude that Garmon’s four-year
sentence was not unreasonable. We therefore affirm the district
court’s judgment. We dispense with oral argument because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the
decisional process.

AFFIRMED



